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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

This action is in response to the Applicants' amendment filed on November 23, 
2005. Claims 1-25 are pending. Claims 13-19 were withdrawn in the previous Office 
Action and remain withdrawn. Claims 1-12 and 20-25 will be considered for 
examination. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-12 and 20-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite forfaiting to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which Applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1 and 20 recite the limitation "...a purchase request to purchase an 
advertised product generated by the user..." It is unclear to the Examiner whether this 
limitation means that the purchase request is generated by the user, or if it means that 
an advertised product is generated by the user. For examination purposes, the 
Examiner will assume that it is the purchase request which is generated by the user. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-12 and 20-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Bezos et al. (US 6,029,141) ("Bezos"). 

Referring to claim 1 : Bezos teaches a method of placing an electronic order from 
a data processing unit operated by a user, comprising: 

• receiving, at the data processing unit, a web page from a hosting web site 
during an interactive session between the data processing unit and a 
hosting server over a computer network, wherein said receiving a web 
page includes displaying the web page on a display unit in 
communications with the data processing unit, wherein said displaying the 
web page includes presenting one or more advertised products (col. 6, 
line 59 - col. 7, line 20; col. 1 1, lines 28-62; Figure 5, items "100" and 
"108"; Figure 6, item "120"; Abstract); 

• receiving, at the data processing unit, a purchase request to purchase an 
advertised product generated by the user (col. 2, line 47 - col. 3, line 7; 
col. 7, lines 30-34; col. 14, lines 38-51). 

• providing, an order form for the advertised product in response to the 
purchase request without having to exchange additional communications 
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with the hosting server, wherein said providing an order form includes 
presenting the order form on the display unit to the user (Figure 10c; col. 
15, lines 44-50); 

• wherein the data processing unit remains connected to the hosting web 
site to continue the interactive session while the user operates an input 
device in communication with the data processing unit to complete the 
order form (col. 12, lines 32-41 : u Another alternative is for the associate Web site 
100 to be created using an HTML frame format The bottom frame can be designated as 
the target area frame for the merchant's Web site 106. The top frame can provide 
navigational controls for the customer to return to the associate's Web site 100 after 
selection of a particular product at the merchant's Web site 106. This allows the 
customer to maintain an associate's Web page frame while viewing and processing 
product purchases at the merchant's Web site 106") (emphasis added). 
Bezos does not teach that the order form is provided by the data processing unit (i.e. 
customer computer). However, Bezos discloses that the customer's computer is 
capable of presenting web documents embedded in a web browser of the customer's 
computer (Figure 1 , item 112"; Figure 5, items "C" and tt G"). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to 
relocate the order form (Figure 1 , item "1 36"; Figure 1 0c) from the merchant web site to 
the customer's computer since it has been held that rearranging parts of an invention 
involves only routine skill in the art. (In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70). 

Referring to claim 2 : Bezos teaches all the limitations of claim 1 as noted above. 
In addition, Bezos teaches processing, by the data processing unit, the order form in 
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response to instructions from the user to send the order form to a merchant server to 
thereby produce the electronic order without having to exchange additional 
communications with the hosting server, wherein said processing the order form 
includes exchanging communications between the merchant server and the data 
processing unit over the computer network (col. 14,lines 38-51; col. 15, lines 44-50). 

Referring to claim 12 : Bezos teaches receiving a web page over the global 
Internet (Figure 1, item "104"; col. 6, lines 1-11). 

Referring to claim 20 : Claim 20 is rejected under the same rationale as set forth 
above in claim 1 . 

Referring to claim 22 : Bezos teaches computer code means to present 
descriptive information related to said advertised product in response to a descriptive 
information request, wherein said descriptive information includes an option to send 
purchase request (col. 7, lines 6-20). 

Referring to claim 23 : Claim 23 is rejected under the same rationale as set forth 
above in claim 2. 

Referring to claim 25 : Bezos teaches that the computer network includes the 
global Internet (Figure 1, item "104"; col. 6, lines 1-11). 

Claims 6, 7, 21, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bezos (US Patent 6,029,141) in view of Official Notice. 

Referring to claim 6 : Bezos teaches all the limitations of claim 2 as noted above. 
Bezos does not teach the step of confirming, by the processing unit, billing information 
entered into the order form by the user prior to sending the order form to the merchant 
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server. However, Official Notice is taken that it is old and well known in the art to 
confirm a buyer's billing information prior to placing an order. Therefore it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to 
incorporate this feature into the method of Bezos. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to do so in order to ensure that the order was charged to the 
proper account. 

Referring to claim 7 : Bezos teaches all the limitations of claim 2 as noted above. 
Bezos does not teach the step of encrypting the order form prior to sending the order 
form to the merchant server. However, Official Notice is taken that it is old and well 
known in the art to encrypt an order prior to sending the order to a merchant. Therefore 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention 
was made, to incorporate this feature into the method of Bezos. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to do so in order to use encryption to ensure the 
confidentiality and integrity of the order. 

Referring to claim 21 : Claim 21 is rejected under the same rationale as set forth 
above in claim 7. 

Referring to claim 24 : Claim 24 is rejected under the same rationale as set forth 
above in claim 6. 

Claims 3-5, 10, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bezos (US Patent 6,029,141) in view of Hamel (US 
2002/0007393 A1). 
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Referring to claims 3-5 : Bezos teaches all the limitations of claim 2 as noted 
above. Bezos does not teach the step of receiving, at the data processing unit, a 
banner applet to implement at least one of said presenting one or more advertised 
products, said receiving a purchase request, said providing an order form, and said 
processing an order form. Bezos also does not teach receiving, at the banner applet, a 
request for descriptive information related to the advertised product prior to said 
receiving a purchase request; and providing, by the banner applet, the descriptive 
information, wherein the descriptive information is presented on the display unit and 
includes an option to send the purchase request in response to input from the user. 
Finally Bezos does not teach providing, by the banner applet, an authorization request 
to be presented on the display unit in response to the purchase request; and 
implementing said providing an order form step in response to the banner applet 
receiving affirmation of the authorization request. However, Hamel teaches a method 
for browser-executed software wherein advertised products are presented in a web page 
using a banner applet (paragraphs [0075] and [0076]; Figure 1, items "132" and "135"). 
Furthermore, Hamel discloses that when a user selects an applet within a web page 
scripting programs cause the applet to be download to the client system which then 
performs various functions on the client computer (paragraph [0076]). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, 
to incorporate a banner applet for performing various functions into the method of 
Bezos. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to 
perform processing on the user's terminal as taught by Hamel (paragraph [0076]). 
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Referring to claims 1 0 and 1 1 : Bezos teaches all the limitations of claim 1 as 
noted above. Bezos does not teach presenting the web pages in a first and second 
window, or displaying, by the data processing unit, the advertised product in a banner 
located within the first window, the banner containing a link that is capable of being 
activated to send the purchase request. However, Hamel teaches a method for 
browser-executed software wherein advertised products are presented in a web page 
using a banner applet (paragraphs [0075] and [0076]; Figure 1, items "132" and "135"). 
Hamel also teaches that when a user selects Ad 123 within a web page (i.e. first 
window), another webpage is opened (i.e. a second window) (paragraph [0078]). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to incorporate a first and second window into the method of Bezos. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to do so in order to allow a 
user to perform a "click-through" as taught by Hamel. The cited prior art does not teach 
that the second window displays an order form. However, the Examiner notes that this 
limitation is not functionally involved in the steps of the recited method. Therefore this 
limitation is deemed to be nonfunctional descriptive material. The steps of receiving, 
providing, and presenting would be performed the same regardless of what content was 
displayed in the second window. The differences between the content of the Applicants 1 
second window and the prior art are merely subjective. Thus this nonfunctional 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms 
of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed Cir 
1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed Cir 1994) also see MPEP 
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2106. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to place any information in the second window of the 
cited prior art because such information does not functionally relate to the steps claimed 
method and because the subjective interpretation of information does not patentably 
distinguish the claimed invention. 

Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bezos (US Patent 6,029,141). 

Referring to claims 8 and 9 : Bezos teaches all the limitations of claim 2 as noted 
above. Bezos does not explicitly disclose providing the merchant server as the hosting 
server, or operating the merchant server and the hosting server by an affiliate of a 
merchant that promotes the advertised product. However, at the time the invention was 
made, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have any 
arrangement in the setup of the merchant and hosting websites. Applicant has not 
disclosed that this particular arrangement of websites provides an advantage, is used 
for a particular purpose or solves a stated problem. Furthermore, one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have expected Applicants' invention to perform equally well with the 
arrangement taught by Bezos because Bezos uses a merchant website, a hosting 
website, and an affiliate of merchant that promotes the advertised product (Figure 1 , 
items "100" and "106"; Abstract). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in this art to modify Bezos to obtain the invention as specified in the 
claims. 
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Response to Arguments 



Applicants' arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Naeem Haq whose telephone number is (571 )-272- 
6758. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wynn W. Coggins can be reached on (571)-272-7159. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 



273-8300. 





Naeem Haq, Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 3625 



February 10, 2006 
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